Carroll would have resonated with Vatican II's teaching that "the apostolic preaching, which is expressed in a special way in the inspired books, was to be preserved in a continuous line of succession until the 1 Thomas O. Hanley, S.J., ed.,
end of time."
2 He was not, however, an original theologian, but merely reflected the theology and apologetics of his age. As his pastoral obligations increased and he was elected the first bishop of Baltimore in 1789, he did not again turn his pen to trying to explain the relationship between Scripture and tradition. Yet his theological understanding of the relationship between Scripture and tradition continued to be an American theme a generation later.
In 1833 the American bishops met in the Second Provincial Council. In their pastoral letter they addressed the question of Scripture. "We know not that it is the word of God," they wrote, "except by the testimony ofthat cloud of holy witnesses which the Saviour vouchsafed to establish as our guide through this desert over which we journey towards our permanent abode." 3 They avoided using the term "tradition," but argued that there was need for testimony not only for what constituted the Word of God but also for its interpretation. Here they began to reflect on their own concept of the role which bishops played in tradition.
Thus the recorded testimony of those ancient and venerable witnesses, who in every nation and every age, proclaimed in the name of the Catholic Church, and with its approbation, the interpretation of the Holy Bible, whether they were assembled in their councils or dispersed over the surface of the Christian world, is an harmonious collection of pure light, which sheds upon the inspired page the mild lustre which renders it pleasing to the eye, grateful to the understanding, and consoling to the heart. To provide the "full and adequate rule of faith," Kenrick developed his theology of tradition. His sources were: the Fathers, Catholic and Protestant writers in England, and several 19th-century German Catholic theologians; only rarely did he cite Thomas Aquinas or other scholastics. Appealing to Johann Adam Möhler's Symbolik, Kenrick explained that, since "the written word ... needs both a witness and an interpreter," the only rule of faith was "the harmonious preaching of the Apostolic ministry, public and solemn doctrine." The "rule" that the bishops followed "in the very act of teaching is tradition, that is the very doctrine of their predecessors, the very faith of the whole Church, derived all the way from the Apostolic age." 6 Tradition for Kenrick was all-embracing and was "contained in the greatest part in Scripture, and celebrated back through the ages in the monuments and documents of Christian antiquity, and the custom and public worship of the Christian faithful throughout the world."
7 It was essential for preserving "the whole structure of revelation" and "the inspiration of Scripture" itself. 8 In regard to inspiration, Kenrick emphasized the Church's acceptance of the books as inspired rather than how inspiration operated on the writer. While not espousing any particular theory of inspiration, he did treat of its extent. Scripture, he argued, was intended to treat "what pertains to salvation." "In regard to physical matters," however, "the sacred writers used the accepted modes of speaking," "somewhat popular phrases borrowed from appearances." 9 Kenrick came close to the teaching of the Second Vatican Council that God spoke "through men in human fashion" and that "the exegete must look for that meaning which the sacred writer, in a determined situation and given the circumstances of his time and culture, intended to express and did in fact express, through the medium of a contemporary form." 10 Kenrick made no distinction between inspiration and revelation, but he did point out that the sacred writers used figurative language.
Kenrick accepted the theological axiom that the proper interpretation of Scripture was to be found in the consensus of the Fathers. 11 But that consensus still existed in the teaching authority of the Church. Under divine guidance the Church remained in continuity with the apostolic age, so that one or even many bishops could fall into error but "infalli-bility" or "the privilege of inerrancy" continued to reside "in the body of the bishops, under the presidency of the Roman Pontiff." 12 The "body of the bishops," therefore, was the continuing witness to the meaning of Scripture. Kenrick then applied "consensus" to possible conflicts between science and the Bible in one of his most ambitious undertakings: a revision of the Douay Bible.
Like many English-speaking Catholics, Kenrick falsely assumed that the Council of Trent required that vernacular translations be made only from the Vulgate. 13 While he sought to vindicate the Vulgate from Protestant attacks, he noted in his translation where the Vulgate deviated from the original languages. He published the first volume in 1849 and the last, The Pentateuch, in 1860. Geology had challenged the Genesis account of the age of the world, but Kenrick felt "bound to respect the judgment of the learned, when they agree so decidedly in declaring the results of their investigations." Disagreement among the learned, however, would "detract much from the weight which they might otherwise have, and our veneration for the sacred text does not allow us hastily to abandon its letter, or absolutely to embrace what does not appear to harmonize with it." 14 Consensus among scientists, then, became a norm for reconsidering the literal interpretation of Scripture.
For Kenrick, the acceptance of scientific evidence did not denigrate Church teaching. Not only was the "science of geology ... unknown to the ancients," he noted, but "the Mosaic narrative was not understood by all the Fathers of the Church as implying the creation of the universe in six days." The "diversity of views" among the Fathers illustrated for him "that on this point the tradition of the Church was not absolute and dogmatical, so that if, with the progress of science, it became manifest, that a vast succession of ages can alone account for the structure of the earth ... such indefinite periods may be admitted, without departing in any respect from the authoritative teachings of antiquity." All that was "divinely revealed" in Genesis, he concluded, was "the origin of all things from the creative act of God, and the creation of man, as stated by the inspired author."
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Kenrick died in 1863, just as a new type of theology was making its way into the Church, a theology shaped to a great extent by the European Church's combat with rationalism. Vatican I signaled the change, and the older American theological orientation was all but forgotten.
CATHOLIC BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP AT END OF 19TH CENTURY
Vatican I declared that the Church held the books of Scripture "to be sacred and canonical," not because they were human works that were "afterwards approved by her authority ... but because, having been written by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, they have God for their author, and have been delivered as such to the Church herself." 16 This formulation seemed to move inspiration from an emphasis on the Church's acceptance of the books to the divine authorship. It showed the influence of Johann Baptist Franzelin, S.J., a theologian at the Council.
The Catholic discussion of inspiration in the last century occurred in the context of the questions raised by historical critics of Scripture. Aquinas himself had no treatise on inspiration. He had, however, written about prophecy. From his treatment of one type of sacred book, Catholic theologians attempt to construct theories of inspiration in general.
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Franzelin developed what became the dominant theory. He took the phrase "God is the author of Scripture" and attributed to God everything known about a human author. From this he derived a theory of "content inspiration." Inspiration was the charism that enlightened and stimulated the mind of the human author to write down only those truths which God wished to communicate to the Church-the "formal word" or element of Scripture. "Assistance," in contrast to inspiration, extended to the "material words" by which the human instrument conveyed the inspired truths. 18 Other Catholic theorists, however, challenged Franzelin's interpretation of "God as author of Scripture."
Franzelin also influenced the Council's treatment of tradition and Scripture. The Council declared that the "doctrine of faith is like a divine deposit handed on (tradita) to the Spouse of Christ, to be faithfully guarded and infallibly declared."
19 This formula thus shifted tradition from the Church's living experience to a content, perhaps even an immutable one. Moreover, Yves Congar has noted that "by Spouse of Christ the council understands here above all the magisterium, especially that of the Roman Pontiff." 20 Pius IX himself encouraged that understanding with his unfortunate but well-attested statement: "La Tradizione son'io." 21 Vatican I, furthermore, so abbreviated the Tridentine statement on Scripture and tradition as to imply that they were two separate sources of revelation. 22 This new theology of tradition significantly altered the Church's understanding of previous magisterial pronouncements on Scripture. It was, moreover, only part of a new theological orientation that received more impetus in 1878 with Leo XIII's Thomistic revival.
The Thomistic revival occurred just as the American bishops established the Catholic University of America. The decision to establish the university was one of the distinctly American decrees of the Third Plenary Council in 1884-a council that many of the bishops did not want and that was dominated by Roman concerns. From its inception the university was controversial, and its episcopal supporters had as much enthusiasm as naivete for the project. In January 1885, for example, the trustees "decided that the Professor of Scripture be a German."
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Only the nationality seemed to matter, not the specialty. In fact, the first faculty member hired was a professor of Scripture, not a German but a Frenchman, Henry Hyvernat, a classmate of Marie-Joseph Lagrange, the great Dominican exegete, at the Sulpician Seminary at Issy. Bishop John J. Keane, the first rector, however, was intent on implementing Thomism in the new university. But the professors he chose, Joseph Pohle for scholastic philosophy and Joseph Schroeder for scholastic theology, both became antagonists of his administration and the orientation of the university.
The union of the two natures in Christ was "hypostatical or personal," he wrote, but the union of the two elements in the Bible was "merely verbal." The Incarnate Word of God was worshiped, therefore, but the written Word was not. Just as the Gospels contained passages, he said, in which "we see the weakness of His humanity" and others in which "we see evidence of His divinity," so the "written word of God... partakes of the many imperfections common to human language, 'sin alone excepted'; that is, to the exclusion of error." 29 Other American scholars embraced historical criticism and publicized it in the American Church, notably several Sulpicians: Joseph Bruneau, at Dunwoodie; John B. Hogan, first at the Catholic University and later at the Boston seminary; and, as will be seen, Francis Gigot.
But not all Americans were so receptive. At Woodstock College Anthony J. Maas, S.J., had entered the lists against biblical criticism in the early 1890s. Typology was his speciality, and he carried it to creative, if absurd, extremes. In "Adam's Rib-Myth or Allegory," in 1893, he argued that the story had to be historical or else the typology would be jeopardized that just as Eve was fashioned from the side of Adam, so the Church was fashioned from the side of Christ.
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Maas was no less imaginative in his treatment of the Synoptic problem. In 1891 he published The Life of Jesus Christ according to the Gospel History. A harmony of the Gospels that ignored the specific theologies of the evangelists, it was used as a textbook at Woodstock and other institutions as late as the 1940s. In 1893 he provided a solution to the Synoptic problem. The Synoptic Gospels, he wrote, were "the records of the catechetical instructions of the Apostles," which, in turn, "were based on that of St. Peter, but were developed according to the needs of the catechumens." He premised his assertion on "the two facts of St. Peter's residence in the three principal primitive churches in Jerusalem, Antioch, and Rome, and of St. Peter's primacy in the apostolic college." "Even St. Paul," he continued, "though he had not lived so long under the influence of St. Peter as the other Apostles, follows the same method of preaching as the Prince of the Apostles." Maas's evidence was a comparison of the discourses of Peter and Paul in the Acts of the Apostles. 31 From the retrospect of almost a century, it is still difficult to determine if Maas Mention of the Second Council of Orange served notice to the Americanists that they might be Semi-Pelagians in disguise. In case they missed his point, Leo went on to say that those who spoke of a more abundant outpouring of the Spirit in the present age seemed also to "extol beyond measure the natural virtues as more in accordance with the ways and requirements of the present day ... because they make a man more ready and more strenuous in action." This implied to the pope that "nature ..., with grace added to it," was "weaker than when left to 34 As the Church battled rationalism, her theologians made grace rare, and she reminded her members of the weakness of human nature. She may also have been reminding biblical scholars that they could not apply mere natural criticism to Scripture, for it had God as its author and could not be compared with other ancient Near Eastern literature. Inspiration supernaturally elevated the mind of a single human author, whose name was known from internal evidence of the book or by tradition. To argue that the books of Scripture went through a series of redactions or that several sources were put together to form a given book could mean that inspiration, like grace for the Americanists, would not be rare.
Whatever may have been the theological connection between Americanism and biblical criticism, there was a chronological connection in the reactions against each. In November 1898 Leo addressed the Franciscans about the dangers of modern criticism of Scripture-the letter was intended for Lagrange and the Dominicans in response to the patriarch's delation of the Revue biblique. On January 28,1899, less than a week after Testern, the master general of the Dominicans notified Lagrange of the letter to the Franciscans and required that all articles in the Revue be submitted to Rome for prior censorship. however, he found himself a pawn in the feud between O'Connell and the faculty. Nevertheless, in 1905 he wrote the first of three articles in the Catholic University Bulletin on historical criticism. Reflecting Lagrange's theory of "verbal inspiration," he argued that "The whole Bible is inspired, in all its parts, in all its sentences, and even in its obiter dicta" but biblical statements "must needs be true only in that sense in which God and the inspired author wished it to be understood." Scripture presented truth only when the inspired author made a "judgment" or "affirmation," and it was the task of the exegete to determine when this occurred. 41 For the exegete, it was essential to "consider the context; not only the immediate context, but at the same time-what theologians frequently seem to forget-the more remote context, that is to say, the literary character of the whole book." 42 Poels found precedent for the new historical method in the Fathers, particularly Jerome. He argued that Jerome did "not admit the strictly historical sense of some biblical texts, and that for this reason he recurs, either to 'the true law of history,' or to a spiritual sense." 43 Jerome's "law of history" distinguished between the "author" and "man of his generation." Applying this, Poels concluded that it was not necessary to say that the inspired writers generally "knew more than the contemporaries about profane things, which God did not reveal to them." 44 Poels expanded his treatment of the Fathers in subsequent articles, but he had already drawn attacks. In 1904 Alphonse Delattre, S.J., had published his Autour de la question biblique. His primary target was Lagrange, but Poels was a secondary one. Poels then rebutted Delattre, who was then professor of Scripture at the Gregorian University. Jesuit opponents of the historical method received yet further encouragement in November 1904, when their general, Louis Martin, condemned it. Then, in 1905, the Biblical Commission rejected the argument that there were "implicit citations" and historical appearances in Scripture. For Maas, this was an antidote to "the poison that certain readers might gather out of Dr. H. A. Poels' two articles." But he patronizingly concluded that "if Dr. Poels does not quarrel with the Biblical Commission, we will not quarrel with him." 45 What caused Poels's difficulties, however, were not the attacks from Delattre and Maas but the politics of the university. Commission had issued its response in favor of the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch. Poels had difficulties about the decision and in the summer of 1907 explained them personally to Pius X through an interpreter, Giovanni Genocchi, a consultor to the commission. At first the pope suggested that he teach dogmatic theology or another branch of theology. When Genocchi pointed out that university professors were specialists, the pope agreed that Poels could continue to teach, provided he did not speak against the commission's response. Unfortunately, this was not the account of the interview that the pope later wrote down, though he later admitted his mistake.
Poels In regard to the Mosaic authorship and other issues, the Church seemed to have adopted the Protestant principle of the literal interpretation of Scripture. But there was a different explanation: a literal interpretation of the magisterium. In this case the issue was Trent's decree on the canon of Scripture, referring to the "five [books] of Moses." 49 In his Fribourg address Lagrange had stated that Trent was not treating the Mosaic authorship but was merely issuing a decree on the canon. Other theologians, however, disagreed. Among these was Fulcran Vigouroux, S.S., who had taught Bruneau and Francis Gigot. He was also the first secretary of the Biblical Commission.
In 1890 Vigouroux had written that "the Council of Trent has been a faithful echo of the belief of the Church in naming Moses as the author of the first five books of the Bible, in the canon of the Scriptures." Trent could not have done otherwise, for "the Church itself has received this belief from the synagogue" and Christ himself attributed the Pentateuch to Moses in six passages. 50 To deny the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch, therefore, would be to impugn not only the tradition of the Church, expressed by Trent, but also the words of Christ himself.
Francis Gigot, S.S., also found himself at odds with Vigouroux. In 1900, when he was teaching at St. Mary's Seminary in Baltimore, he published his General Introduction to the Study of the Holy Scriptures. He argued that Catholics had less to fear from modern criticism than Protestants, for "Catholics built their faith primarily on the teaching of a living Church, whereas Protestants rest their whole belief on the written word of God."
51 Gigot had only to substitute "tradition" for "Church" to come up with the earlier dynamic notion of tradition so familiar to Carroll in the United States than in Europe, for American scholarship was only in its infancy and, even then, depended on European scholars imported for the purpose. At Woodstock College Walter Drum, Maas's successor as professor and reporter for the American Ecclesiastical Review, continued to make sure the American clergy remained either ignorant of biblical developments or on guard against the slightest taint of Modernism. He even tried to have several articles by C. C. Martindale, S.J., placed on the Index-an effort that led Heuser to severe the Review's relationship with Drum in 1920. Whatever vestiges of the former scholarship remained went undergound. The particular school of theology that had arisen in response to European rationalism became synonymous with the doctrine it was meant to preserve. The Church in general and the American Church in particular were ill prepared for any change.
AMERICAN CATHOLIC BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP DURING VATICAN II
The revival of Catholic biblical scholarship began in 1936 with the decision to revise the Douay Bible. The first such attempt since Kenrick, it was the pet project of Bishop Edwin Vincent O'Hara, chairman of the episcopal committee for the Confraternity of Christian Doctrine (CCD). The priest-seminary professors who first gathered to begin the translation decided in 1937 to found the Catholic Biblical Association (CBA) and to publish a journal, the Catholic Biblical Quarterly (CBQ). It was the first time priests of different dioceses and religious orders met, since Pascendi dominici gregis had specifically forbidden such meetings, which had been "among the means used by the modernists to propagate their opinions." 56 In the early years the CBA gave little sign of breaking from the entrenched theology and engaging in real scholarship. In 1943 the CBA's journal, the Catholic Biblical Quarterly, for example, published three articles to commemorate the 50th anniversary of Providentissimus Deus. Neither gave any indication that any change was in the offing. the interpreter was to "go back wholly in spirit to those remote centuries of the East," to determine the particular "modes of writing" an author of a given age was likely to use. 58 Here the pope drew the analogy with the Incarnation frequently used by the progressives of the last century. "For as the substantial Word of God became like to men in all things, except sin," he stated, "so the words of God, expressed in human language, are made like to human speech in every respect, except error." 59 Pius XII had thus reversed a trend in Catholic biblical scholarship which had begun toward the end of Leo XIIFs pontificate, developed under Pius X, and was re-enforced under Benedict XV, at least in regard to historical criticism. The new encyclical had, in fact, cited Spiritus Paraclitus only three times, and one of those seemed to take Benedict's condemnation of "historical appearances" and reverse it. 
62
The next year Pius XII also questioned whether polygenism could be reconciled with Catholic doctrine. Upon close reading, Humani generis was a balanced document, but it ushered in a decade of increased warnings to biblical scholars.
At first the CBA took no notice of the encyclical. In fact, ten days after its publication the CBA officers took action that moved the CBQ into the vanguard of biblical scholarship. With no forewarning, they demanded Gruenthaner's resignation. 63 They replaced him with Edward F. Siegman, C.PP.S., of St. Charles Seminary, Carthagena, Ohio. In January 1951 Siegman moved to the Catholic University to assume his duties as editor. Eventually he joined the university faculty. From the beginning, however, he encountered the bitter antagonism to biblical studies of Msgr. Joseph C. Fenton, professor of dogmatic theology at the university and editor of the American Ecclesiastical Review.
Fenton had already become the watchdog of orthodoxy by challenging the position of John Courtney Murray, S.J., on church-state relations and religious liberty. He thus set the stage for a revival of the drama at the turn of the century when Americanism and historical criticism were intertwined. The plot remained identical; only the names of the characters were changed. This time, however, the progressive camp included many prominent Jesuits. 64 While Murray was subjected to attack, biblical studies seemed untouched, but only for the moment.
By 1957 the CBA began to address the neuralgic problem of the relationship between inspiration and authorship so central to the disputes at the beginning of the century. At the annual meeting, Roderick A. F. MacKenzie, S.J., of Regis College in Toronto, devoted his presidential address to inspiration. "Instead of 'the inspired author' of a given book or pericope or phrase," he said, "we should accustom ourselves to speak of 'the inspired authors.' " 65 The charism of inspiration should, therefore, be considered not individually but collectively, for "theologically, the viewpoint from which the work of the various part-authors must be but also in the case of the New Testament, involving even the words and events of the life of Christ." Biblical scholars, therefore, were to treat the Sacred Books "with the prudence and respect demanded by a subject of such great importance and . . . that they should keep before them at all times the doctrine of the Fathers and their way of thinking together with the magisterium of the Church, so that the consciences of the Faithful be not troubled nor the truths of Faith damaged." 77 This monitum now gave rise to a new controversy over its interpretation.
The monitum and the increased attacks on biblical scholars provided the backdrop for one of the most dramatic meetings in the history of the CBA. John L. McKenzie proposed a resolution-"a Declaration against Defamation"-repudiating the attacks made in the American Ecclesiastical Review. Patrick W. Skehan of the Catholic University had, in fact, unsuccessfully attempted to have the resolution emanate from the executive committee of the CBA. Skehan and McKenzie were ready with a list of the offensive articles-including the text of Vagnozzi's Marquette speech. The CBA overwhelmingly passed the resolution, but the CBQ published only a vague reference to it. Vagnozzi had first tried, unsuccessfully, to have Roland Murphy suppress the resolution, but then Archbishop Patrick O'Boyle of Washington, who gave the imprimatur for the CBQ, demanded that specific mention of the American Ecclesiastical Review be deleted. Word of the specific target of the resolution got out only when Fenton and the writers of the offending articles protested to the American hierarchy.
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The CBA's battle with Fenton and Vagnozzi now took its first casualty. Shortly after the 1961 meeting, Siegman suffered a heart attack. While he was recuperating in the spring of 1962, William J. McDonald, the rector of the university, notified Siegman's provincial superior that the university had hired a permanent replacement for him. The School of Sacred Theology adopted a protest resolution in support of Siegman, passed by a vote of 18 to 2. The Graduate School of Arts and Sciences unanimously adopted a similar resolution. Siegman's case came to public attention only a year later in the aftermath of McDonald's ban on Godfrey Diekmann, Hans Küng, John Courtney Murray, and Gustave Weigel from speaking on the public platform at the university. At that time McDonald continued to allege that Siegman had been dismissed only because of his health, but he acknowledged that he had first gained approval from Vagnozzi and the Congregation of Seminaries and Universities. 79 Simultaneously with Siegman's dismissal came the prohibi- On November 18, 1965, the bishops voted 2,115 to 27 to approve the Constitution on Divine Revelation. Encouraging the methods of historical criticism that the conservatives found so abhorrent, the constitution was a radical departure from the first schema. On the transmission of revelation, it declared that "Sacred tradition and sacred Scripture make up a single sacred deposit of the Word of God, which is entrusted to the Church." It belonged to "the living teaching office of the Church alone," however, to give "an authentic interpretation of the Word of God, whether in its written form or in the form of tradition." 84 The council had returned tradition to the more dynamic meaning it had before Vatican I. Ratzinger noted that "it is not difficult... to recognize the pen of Y. Congar in the text and to see behind it the influence of the Catholic Tübingen school of the nineteenth century with, in particular, its dynamic and organic idea of tradition."
85 That "idea of tradition" was, of course, the one that Francis Kenrick had expressed.
Since the questions of religious liberty and historical criticism had arisen together in the 1890s and again in the 1950s, it was only appropriate that they should be answered together during the same session of Vatican II. On December 7 the bishops voted their approval for the Declaration on Religious Liberty. The final declaration treated not only church-state relations, as Murray had been emphasizing, but also the theology of the person. 86 It is probably not accidental that some passages resemble the Constitution on Divine Revelation in its teaching about revelation, for Pierre Benoit, O.P., was on the committee that drafted the final version of each. Taken together, the two documents present a theology of faith and revelation, of God's freedom to communicate Himself and of the human being's freedom to respond. It is a theology not of the subjectivism that the Holy See feared with Americanism and Modernism, but of personalism.
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